Abstract: This work presents a methodology for the short-term forecast of intense rainfall based on a neural network and the integration of Global Navigation and Positioning System (GNSS) and meteorological data. Precipitable water vapor (PWV) derived from GNSS is combined with surface pressure, surface temperature and relative humidity obtained continuously from a ground-based meteorological station. Five years of GNSS data from one station in Lisbon, Portugal, are processed. Data for precipitation forecast are also collected from the meteorological station. Spaceborne Spinning Enhanced Visible and Infrared Imager (SEVIRI) data of cloud top measurements are also gathered, providing collocated information on an hourly basis. In previous studies it was found that the time-varying PWV is correlated with rainfall and can be used to detected heavy rain. However, a significant number of false positives were found, meaning that the evolution of PWV does not contain enough information to infer future rain. In this work, a nonlinear autoregressive exogenous neural network model (NARX) is used to process the GNSS and meteorological data to forecast the hourly precipitation. The proposed methodology improves the detection of intense rainfall events and reduces the number of false positives, with a good classification score varying from 63% up to 72% and a false positive rate of 36% down to 21%, for the tested years in the dataset. A score of 64% for intense rain events classification with 22% false positive rate is obtained for the most recent years. The method also achieves an almost 100% hit rate for the rain vs no rain detection, with close to no false alarms.
Introduction
Heavy rainfall phenomena are generally associated with moist convection processes characterized by a high variation in the water vapor content. The spatial and temporal rapid variations of the tropospheric water vapor in the low atmosphere poses one of the main challenges to the numerical weather models (NWMs) forecast accuracy [1] . Nowadays, the atmospheric measurement techniques are still insufficient to measure the tropospheric water vapor with the temporal and spatial resolution needed for the NWM precise forecasts [2] . The model's uncertainty regarding the water vapor the input and predicted data lower than 0.50 for the test data, which may be due to the limited time series used in the study.
The aim of this work is to provide a new methodology to improve the performance of the rain forecast, relatively to the studies presented above, focusing on the intense rainfall short-term forecast. For this purpose, the integration of PWV data derived from GNSS and meteorological data is performed into a neural network system. The NARX technique is used to perform real-time rainfall prediction combining daily rainfall from a meteorological station. This neural network technique relies on long-term dependencies of a data time series being appropriate to study very dynamic systems based on the chaos theory, such as weather forecast. The network convergence is usually faster than regular neural network techniques, and the generalizations are also superior [25] .
The integration of GNSS PWV data jointly with meteorological parameters into the neural network approach is expected to improve the detection of heavy rainfall events by reducing the large number of false positives obtained in the aforementioned studies. For this work, a continuous time series of 5 years of GNSS data in Lisbon, Portugal, are processed. Hourly measurements of PWV have been derived from GNSS processing. Continuous meteorological data such as surface pressure, surface temperature and relative humidity are obtained from ground-based meteorological stations. Remote sensing of cloud top data from Spinning Enhanced Visible and Infrared Image (SEVIRI) are also gathered. Five years of hourly accumulated precipitation data are also available for the neural network application.
Methods and Data Description

Neural Network Approach
The neural network techniques are particularly well-suited to handle nonlinear problems, such as chaotic and rather unpredictable rainfall phenomena [15] . They can extract a general relationship between input and output data without prior physical and mathematical knowledge about the variables [21] . Its architecture is usually composed by one or a set of multilayers, with one or several neurons connected between them and running in parallel. The weight of each neuron is assigned and biased by a training function that evaluates the nonlinear relationships between the input and targets [16] . In this work we use a time series feedforward neural network model, the NARX model, to process a set of inputs in order to estimate a related set of target outputs, which in our case is the hourly precipitation. The NARX model can be represented by the following Equation (1), y(t) = f (y(t−1), y(t−2), . . . , y(t−n), x(t−1), x(t−2), . . . , x(t−m)),
where y(t) is the variable to be predicted, x(t) the exogenous set of variables that relate to the variable of interest, n the number of input delays of y(t), m the feedback delays of x(t) and f a nonlinear function. The model relates dynamically the time series of both current and past values of the variable to predict, at times t and (t−1), (t−2), . . . , (t−n), and the exogenous set of variables at times (t−1), (t−2), . . . , (t−m), respectively. The variable y(t) is predicted with the aid of its previous values, including external information x(t) at its respective past values. A variant of this time series model is the particular case of the nonlinear autoregressive model without the exogenous inputs, usually defined as NAR (nonlinear autoregressive model), which is similar to Equation (1) but without the x terms. The NAR is also a dynamic recurrent network just as the NARX network. The neural network processing scheme can be divided into three distinct phases, each one of them with independent data sampling. The training phase evaluates the relationship between the variables input and the matching of the outputs, allowing to learn nonlinear relationships between them. The validation phase monitors the training performance, keeping the training going while generalized parameters have not been found. The test set is used to assess the network generalization performance. It is important to have a significantly large training sample in order to ensure that the model achieves viable results [21] . Despite the fact that prior knowledge between input-output variables is not mandatory, the fitting of the results will be more adequate if consistency between the data is found [24] .
Study Region
The Lisbon area, Portugal, was chosen as the study region. A 5-year time series of hourly registers related to meteorological parameters were collected from 2011 to 2015. A continuous series of PWV estimated from one GNSS station was processed. Pressure, temperature and relative humidity variables were also collected from a surface meteorological station. The GNSS and meteorological station are almost collocated, being only 1.25 km apart, as can be observed in Figure 1 . In terms of altitude, the GNSS is located at 125 m height, whereas the meteorological station is 77 m above sea level, resulting in a vertical unevenness of less than 50 m. The meteorological station is named Geofísico and is managed by the Instituto Dom Luiz (IDL), being defined as an automatic principal station. The GNSS station is named IGP0 and belongs to the National Mapping Agency (DGT).
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SEVIRI Data
Remote sensing of cloud top data from SEVIRI were also gathered for the 5 year study period. SEVIRI is a multichannel spectrometer installed on board of the Meteosat Second Generation METEOSAT 9 satellite that can be used for different purposes, such as wind analysis, water vapor sensing and cloud tracking, and is capable of providing near real-time images. For this work, we focused on the cloud top proprieties of the atmosphere using the cloud top temperature (CTT), cloud top pressure (CTP) and cloud top height (CTH) variables. Cloud top properties data are produced by the Satellite Application Facility on Climate Monitoring (CM SAF) [26] . The CM SAF cloud property dataset level-2 products (CLAAS version 2) are produced continuously at a 15 minute sampling rate with a large pixel size resolution of about 15 km. The region of interest used for this study is visualized in Figure 2 . The final step was carried out, selecting the cloud top data pixel that contains in its interior the GNSS station. 
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GNSS Data Processing
The GNSS data processing was performed using the software package GAMIT (GNSS at MIT) and GLOBK (Global Kalman filter) [27] . The first one processes double-differenced phase data to estimate three-dimensional station coordinates, satellite orbits, Earth orientation parameters (EOP) as well as the atmospheric measurements in a loose a priori solution. The second uses a Kalman filter, combining the solution obtained from GAMIT with global geodetic solution experiments to accurately estimate a final parameter solution. Five years of RINEX data from IGP0 station were processed in daily double-difference sessions. Only GPS data were used in this study since the GAMIT/GLOBK version (v10.6) used in the processing did not include the multi-GNSS capability yet. Tight constraints to the ITRF14 (International Terrestrial Reference System 2014) were carried out. The ITRF14 used global station coordinates and EOP provided from GNSS and other space geodetic techniques data time series to update solutions from past years (i.e., 2008). A set of about 40 International GNSS Service (IGS) stations spread across the globe were grouped, in order to assure precise coordinate estimate and lower correlation for the atmospheric parameters. IGS precise final orbits were also used. The data processing was executed in two distinct steps to attain the best possible tropospheric results. The details of this methodology and its full parameterization can be found in Benevides et al. [28] . The zenith wet delay (ZWD) was the atmospheric parameter estimated for each station in the GNSS processing and was obtained at a time sampling of 15 min. The ZWD was related to the tropospheric water vapor, being converted to PWV using an empirical relationship calibrated to the regional climate of the study area [29, 30] .
Data Handling and Integration
In order to create a consistent input configuration for the neural network processing, data derived from different sources (GNSS station, meteorological station and SEVIRI) had to be harmonized. Hence, the 15-min GNSS data sampling was averaged at a 1-hour rate to make it comparable with the hourly measurements available for the precipitation, pressure, temperature and relative humidity values provided by the meteorological station. The same procedure was executed for the cloud top variables obtained from SEVIRI, being each 15-min measurement averaged in each hour, therefore minimizing a larger portion of data with no registers. In this way, all the datasets were standardized and could be introduced together into the neural network.
Results and Discussion
Neural Network Configuration
The primary variable used as the neural network input is the hourly precipitation. The group of external input variables is formed by the PWV obtained from the GNSS station, pressure, temperature Remote Sens. 2019, 11, 966 6 of 14 and relative humidity measured by the meteorological station and the CTT, CTP and CTH obtained from SEVIRI cloud products. A total of 41427 time steps are originated from the 5 years of continuous data. Table 1 summarizes the characteristics of the variables used in the neural network processing. The NARX network used for this work is initially configured with a set of default parameters. The network structure can be viewed in Figure 3 . One hidden layer is selected for the input data with 10 neurons (N) and one output layer is selected for the targets with a single neuron (M). The number of feedback (m) and input delays (n) are set to be the number of hours associated with the weather nowcasting limit, which is 6 hours [20] . The network function used for the training step is the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm, which is fast and does not require too much memory. The network's weight (w) and bias (b) structure is given by the architecture initially defined, relating the number of layers, neurons and inputs. The number of input weights is given by the number of neurons in the hidden layer (10) times the number of variables (8) and the number of input delays (6) resulting in a matrix with 480 elements. Additional parameters are the individual weight of each neuron and the respective bias for the input and output layers, resulting in 21 additional weight elements (10 + 10 + 1). The input and output variables are scaled before training between −1 and 1, so that the weights are comparable and not unit dependent.
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Variable Name Values
Step 1: (66%/10%/24%)-4 years (training/validation/testing)
Step 2: (0%/0%/100%)-1 year # Total input variables 8 # Output variables 1 # Number of samples 41427
In order to better assess the potentiality of the method to forecast heavy precipitation, a classification of the precipitation intensity is implemented. Thus, three classes are defined for the target and output hourly precipitation, which are a class for non-raining values, an intermediated class regarding moderated rain with values higher than 0 and lower than 5 mm/h and a final class corresponding to more intense rain containing all values with precipitation reaching at least 5 mm/h. This threshold is chosen considering the rain intensities observed in the region of study, where it is found that these events at a rate of one hour represent about 0.5% of the total of rain occurrences during the study period. Thereby, it can be stated that the intense rain in this region is considered as a rare event. The precipitation classes and the number of trends can be observed in Table 3 . This classification is applied to the target rain values, considered as the measured or reference values and also applied to the output data resulting from the neural network output. The classification for the output data considers a 0.5 mm/h tolerance in the moderated and intense rain classes. With this simple class clustering we can test more clearly the capability of this method to identify correctly the heavy rain events. 
Network Sensitivity to Parameters
The first experiment was performed varying some of the initial parameters described in Table 2 , such as the number of default feedback and input delays, the number of hidden neurons and the training function. The goal was to verify the possibility to improve the results obtained with the default parameters. Nevertheless, some configurations were maintained, such as the number of input variables and data division. The 4 years used in the data division of step 1 are 2011 to 2014, and for step 2 the remaining year 2015 was used for the assessment of results. The mean value was computed over
100 runs, for all the experiments. A statistical summary of the results is presented in Table 4 , focusing on the good classification and false positive percentages of the intense rain class. The percentage of correctly classified intense rain was evaluated, relating the number of well-classified intense rain events by the neural network processing with the real or observed rain values (in Table 3 ). The false positive percentage was calculated, evaluating the total number of intense rain events wrongly classified by the neural network experiment as intense rain. The statistical assessments also included the network prediction error (Net.RMS), which is a mean squared normalized error calculated between the output network values and the observed precipitation values, and the correlation coefficient for the step 2 dataset. The reference result values were obtained when using the network defaults parameters, leading to a good classification percentage of 59.1%, with a 29.6% percentage of false positives, a network RMS of 0.467 and a network correlation coefficient of about 0.824. The major differences between the experiments summarized in Table 4 were obtained for the false positive percentages of the intense rain. The first tested parameter was the number of default feedback (FD) and input delay (ID) values. These parameters varied equally between 1 to 10 delays. Similar intense classification results were obtained with 1 to 4 delays, showing, however, larger false positive rate, higher network error and smaller correlation. When testing with a number of 8 delays, the results were very similar to the default ones (6 delays), showing similar good classification, error and correlation, while presenting a small improvement on the false positive rate (28.7%). Increasing the number of delays to 10 resulted in the same levels of error and correlation but it significantly increased the false positives rate. The configuration of unbalanced delays was also tested with combinations of input delays and feedback delays varying from 1 to 6. However, none of these configurations have provided better results for the intense rain classification.
The following tested parameter was the neural network number of neurons. Experiments were performed varying the neurons in the hidden layer from 1 to 25. Overall, the number of good classifications remained unchanged, but the number of false positives decreased with fewer neurons in the network. When using 1 neuron, the number of false positives was the lowest (22.2%), but with a significant diminishment in the good classification of intense rain, higher network RMS and lower correlation. However, when using 2 neurons the network reached 59.1% for good classification and 26.4% for false positive percentage, outperforming the intense rain classification for the default values. Increasing the neurons by more than 2 did not improve the percentage of good classification, and moreover it increased the false positive percentage. Additional tests extending the network complexity with extra hidden layers were performed (see Figure 3) . However, it was verified that as the number of hidden layers increased, the percentage of good classification and correlation decreased, and the false positive rate increased as well as the network error.
The final parameter testing was performed with the network training function. The neural network initial parameters were restored again (10 neurons with 6 delays). We have chosen the training functions that are most commonly used in this technique [31] . The statistical assessment using the Quasi-Newton and Conjugate gradient training functions (not shown) revealed very poor results when compared to the default Levenberg-Marquardt function. However, the Bayesian regularization function achieved the same good classification percentage and managed to drop the false positive percentage by more than 3% (26%) without a significant increase in the network error and a slight decrease in the global correlation coefficient. The parameter variation experiments over the neural network initial values and its statistical analysis of the intense rain classification revealed that some parameters can be modified from the default values in order to improve the results. In the following sections, the best individual parameters identified in these experiments-the 2 neurons with one hidden layer, 8 delays and Bayesian regularization training function-are combined for additional neural network proprieties testing.
Network Sensitivity to Input Variables
A set of tests was performed varying the number of input variables to better understand the sensitivity of the neural network in terms of intense rain classification. In particular, given the indicators of previous studies, emphasis was placed on the GNSS PWV. The network configuration from Table 2 was used together with the implementation of the optimized network parameters determined from the previous section (Table 4 ). The test results are presented in Table 5 . The input configuration with 7 variables and optimized parameters achieved an improvement of about 3% in the false positive percentage, maintaining the same percentage of good classification compared with the initial configuration result. When combining the GNSS and meteorological station variables, the percentage of good classification slightly increased, and the false positive percentage also increased to the maximum value of the experiment (27%). Processing the neural network with the PWV as the only input resulted in a marginal higher good classification percentage (59.3%) and the lowest percentage of false positives (22.6%). The last experiment was performed with a slight variation of the NARX model configuration, which was running the network in NAR configuration mode, i.e., using only the y(t) precipitation as input (see Figure 3) . The NAR results show the smallest percentage of good classification (58.2%) with a similar false positives percentage to that obtained for the PWV input configuration. The network error and correlation coefficient of the optimized experiments are marginally larger than that observed for the initial network configuration. This is probably related to the decrease in the number of neurons, as it was verified in the previous section. However, between these experiments, the error and correlation variations are very small, the best score being obtained for the 4 exogenous input variables. Summarizing the results of this experiment, it was observed that introducing more variables into the neural network processing does not produce the better results. The best classification scores of the intense rain events are obtained for the input exogenous configuration with GNSS PWV. When introducing more external variables from different sources (meteorological station and satellite SEVIRI cloud top data) the network error generally increases.
Network Sensitivity to Data Division
In this section, the neural network sensitivity is evaluated, varying the data division in time. The data division configuration defined in the neural network configuration section is modified, setting up experiments using each year of the full 5-year dataset as a test year (step 2 of Table 2 ). The remaining data in each experiment are evenly distributed by the training, validation and test of step 1, keeping the percentages of data division previously defined in Table 2 . These experiments consider the neural network optimized configuration. A helpful indicator for the nowcasting of heavy rain is to consider the maximum value from the 100 runs processed in each experiment, which is derived from the highest percentage of good classification and lowest percentage of false positives of the intense rain class. The input configuration used for this experiment is the exogenous input PWV variable.
The statistical assessment shown in Table 6 shows quite stable performances in the intense rain classification. These results seem also to confirm that we are not faced with the overfitting problem. The 2013 dataset has the lowest percentage of false positives (21%) with a high percentage of good classification (66%), also showing intermediate intense rain events (37). The year with the poorer intense rain classification is 2011, with the smallest good classification (63%) and the highest percentage of false positives (36%), although being characterized by the highest number of intense rain events (57). The 2015 dataset has similar good classification score but with a much lower false positive rate (22%), being also the year with the smallest number of intense rain events (22) , an indicator of a dryer year. The year 2012 shows the highest percentage of good classification, reaching 72% with a relatively low false positive percentage of 23%, showing a relatively small network error (0.59) and the highest correlation coefficient (0.88). The higher variability in the neural network performance in this test is a direct consequence of a different number of intense rain data registered in each year. However, the variability in the network error and correlation also suggests that the data available for the training and validation steps may not be sufficient to provide a robust model for the intense rain prediction in all weather conditions. On the other hand, the smaller network error obtained in the 2015 dataset is a consequence of the testing period being all continuous, that is, not being interrupted by a segmented year from the middle of the dataset. Nevertheless, the result of this experiment shows that the methodology presented here has potential to be used as a tool for assisting in the intense rain forecast nowcasting. Comparing with results from previous studies introduced in Section 1 [11] [12] [13] , and even though these studies consider all the types of rain, a significant improvement in the false positive rate with registers of 36% down to 21% is observed, just considering the heavy rain events. The following section explores in more detail the properties of the neural network for the dataset in continuous mode, using the most recent year (2015) for results assessment. Table 6 . Statistical assessment of the neural network experiment with variations in the data division. Optimized parameters and PWV exogenous input variable configuration is considered. Results correspond to the maximum value score for 100 runs. Good classification and false positives are presented in % of intense rain class, and Network RMS is in mm/h. 
Neural
Best Case with Optimized Parameters
The best result for the most recent year of the data series is analyzed here (optimized parameters 2 neurons with one hidden layer, 8 delays and Bayesian regularization training function, GNSS PWV, one exogenous variable configuration, best intense rain score in 100 runs for the 2015 test dataset). Figure 4 shows hourly the rainfall in situ measurements and forecasts provided by the neural network output. These values are concentrated in the region of low-intensity rainfalls, smaller than 5 mm/h, and have a correlation coefficient of 0.83. The differences between the predicted and observed values increase gradually, not predicting some of the higher observed rain events. The comparison of predicted and observed values through the year 2015 shows a good coverage of the rain events, where the predicted values seem to be more underestimated than overestimated. Different rainfall patterns can be observed throughout the year, with a drier period from July to September, and some rainier months like January, April and October. Most of the output values are concentrated in the region around zero, with a more noticeable noisy concentration of rainfall values in the month of October.
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The best result for the most recent year of the data series is analyzed here (optimized parameters 2 neurons with one hidden layer, 8 delays and Bayesian regularization training function, GNSS PWV, one exogenous variable configuration, best intense rain score in 100 runs for the 2015 test dataset). Figure 4 shows hourly the rainfall in situ measurements and forecasts provided by the neural network output. These values are concentrated in the region of low-intensity rainfalls, smaller than 5 mm/h, and have a correlation coefficient of 0.83. The differences between the predicted and observed values increase gradually, not predicting some of the higher observed rain events. The comparison of predicted and observed values through the year 2015 shows a good coverage of the rain events, where the predicted values seem to be more underestimated than overestimated. Different rainfall patterns can be observed throughout the year, with a drier period from July to September, and some rainier months like January, April and October. Most of the output values are concentrated in the region around zero, with a more noticeable noisy concentration of rainfall values in the month of October. . Results correspond to the best score for 100 runs with the initial network parameters set in Table 2 . . Results correspond to the best score for 100 runs with the initial network parameters set in Table 2 .
As a further assessment of the proposed methodology, a confusion matrix is used to assess the classification results of the whole rainfall datasets. Figure 5 summarizes the results of the confusion matrix. In this form we can evaluate the precipitation considering the classification of the output values (row-wise) versus the classification of the reference or measured values (column wise), also known as the ground truth. The matrix shows all the 2015 dataset precipitation values distributed by classes, where the diagonal position represents the number of correctly classified precipitation events. The marginal bottom row shows the global percentage of correctly classified trends obtained for the output values (green percentage) with respect to the measured values, and also the percentage of omission errors for each class (red percentage), determined from the non-diagonal overclassified events. As for the marginal right end column, it identifies for the classification output, the percentage of correctly classified events in each class (green percentage) and its commission error or false positive rate (red percentage). The highest ground truth classification is obtained for the no rain class, with almost 100% of well-classified events, followed by the intense rain with about 64% and the moderated rain with 35%. As for the output classification, the no rain also has the highest score, with 98%. The moderated rain also has a better classification score with 77% of the values well-classified, while the class of interest, the intense rain, manages to achieve about 78% well-classified output events with a false positive rate of about 22%. The overall classification accuracy is very good, achieving 97.5%. In addition to the previously demonstrated neural network capacity to forecast heavy rain events with high correctness and low false positive rate, the confusion matrix shows that this method has also a remarkable hit success for the no rain events, being near 100%. This property can be useful in meteorological applications where the knowledge of the rain/no rain factor is important, such as precision farming.
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Conclusions
A large dataset of continuous GNSS measurements of PWV, meteorological measurements and spaceborne SEVIRI images has been analyzed by means of neural network NARX method. The goal was to find a relationship between atmospheric and cloud properties and in situ rainfall measurements to be used for the nowcasting of intense rain events. A total set of 7 variables obtained from GNSS and meteorological measurements were gathered, corresponding to five years of continuous data, and introduced into the neural network in order to estimate hourly precipitation. Classification of output results is performed in three rain classes to assess the method's intense rain Figure 5 . Confusion matrix relating the precipitation forecast provided by the neural network output and the observed or measured rainfall input (ground truth), classified after the neural network result using Table 3 . Results correspond to the best score for 100 runs with the optimized network parameters (2 neurons, 1 hidden layer, 8 feedback and input delays and Bayesian training), Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) precipitable water vapor (PWV) one input variable configuration and test dataset 2015.
A large dataset of continuous GNSS measurements of PWV, meteorological measurements and spaceborne SEVIRI images has been analyzed by means of neural network NARX method. The goal was to find a relationship between atmospheric and cloud properties and in situ rainfall measurements to be used for the nowcasting of intense rain events. A total set of 7 variables obtained from GNSS and meteorological measurements were gathered, corresponding to five years of continuous data, and introduced into the neural network in order to estimate hourly precipitation. Classification of output results is performed in three rain classes to assess the method's intense rain forecast skill. Several experiments have been carried out with different initial conditions for the neural network parameters. For each parameter's configuration, a set of 100 runs was used for the statistical assessment of forecast results. Tests evaluating the neural network sensitivity to different parameters found that the best results for the classification of intense rain events were obtained for network configuration of 2 neurons, 1 hidden layer, 8 feedback and input delays and Bayesian regularization training. Tests performed varying the number of the neural network exogenous variables revealed that using all input variables, including data from meteorological station and cloud top information from SEVIRI images, resulted in a reduced capability of the neural network to correctly classify the intense rain events. Better classification results were obtained when using only the GNSS PWV variable (64% good classification, 22% false positives). The reason for this could be related to the different acquisition proprieties regarding the ground-based GNSS and meteorological stations, and the spaceborne SEVIRI imaging. GNSS uses a mean of all satellite observations to estimate the total column of PWV, which is basically referring to the lower tropospheric layer, while the metrological station measures quantities at the surface level. On the other hand, SEVIRI is measuring the quantities at the top of the clouds (see Figure 2 for the statistical distribution of cloud heights), not observing most of the time, the same portion of troposphere as the ground sensors, particularly in the presence of clouds, which are the rain trigger. Therefore, the physical quantities of the GNSS, metrological station and SEVIRI are poorly correlated, and the lower part of the troposphere sensed from the GNSS stations could be more important to study the precipitation behavior.
Comparisons with previous studies showed that the proposed methodology has a better performance, achieving a significant reduction in the severe rain false positives forecast. The experiment evaluating the network sensitivity to different years of independent measurements revealed very distinct results, probably due to the number of intense rain events registered in each year. Longer time series of many years would be desirable, as well as other GNSS location, in order to better model the complex behavior of the precipitation phenomena and its different regimes observed even in consecutive years. These results support the idea of the usefulness of a data-driven analysis of atmospheric and rainfall measurements based on a neural network methodology in applied meteorology as an auxiliary tool for the short-term forecast of heavy rainfall events. As a co-product of this study, it has been observed that the presented methodology has a near 100% hit success for the no rain event classification, with almost no false positives. This result can be of interest in applications tightly related to applied meteorology, such as precision farming, where the information of a lack of rainfalls has an important economic value in agricultural practices.
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